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Q.i.tdoor Recreation and Irxiustrialization 
Ted L. Napier, John M. Pierce, Drugla.s C. Pacht~ll 
INTROOOC'TION 
Decision rrak1ng relative to cormunity development2 does not take 
place in a social vacutm1. but rather in symbiotic relationships with nu-
merous other factors. Conm.mity groups have l:imited social, economic and 
natural resources which may be employed :in the resolution of collective 
comrrunity problems and consequently gr>oups nust be selective relative to 
the types of pro bl ems addressed. One of the roost important tasks of com-
munity decision makers is to determire how the limited resources will be 
allocated for planned change efforts. 
The f:lrst step :in the decision ma.king process relative to planned 
change efforts is to determine the priority of development needs as per-
ceived by the d:lrectly affected gr>oup members. The social action process 
(Beal: 1964, 233-264; Powers: 1971, 184-210; Wa.rTen: 1972, 303-339) posits 
that the basic steps :in the decision-naking process consist of analysis of 
the existing social situation (do problems exist), determination of problem 
priorities, alternative mechanisms for problem amelioration, and the ex-
tent of support for problem solution am:>ng the affected gr>oup members. 
The typical research approach employed :in the determination of the 
1Associate professor, and graduate associates respectively :in the 
Department of Agricultural Economics and Rural Sociology, The Ohio Agr'i- t. 
cultural Research and Development Center and The Ohio State University. ~ 
John Pierce is now an assistant professor :in the Department of Parks and 1.· 
Recreation at Ohio State University. . 
2Corrm..mity development is defined as planned change efforts designed 
to enhance the goal achievement potential of a group. This definition 
encompasses both "process type" and "project type" development efforts 
(Cary: 1970). 
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existing social situation has been the use of recognized formal am in .. 
formal leadershjjp among local groups (?owe:rs: 1971; Bottum: 1974). Local 
leaders are often able to provide considerable insight into social phe..-
nanena within cormunity groups, but they are seldom able to provide in-
depth assessment of perceived needs and potential support for development 
action from all socioeconomic status groups (Haggstrom; 84-112). Recog-
nized leaders a.re unable to represent all interest groups especially the 
lowest socioeconomic classes since leaders do not often interact with 
them. 
Rural development benefits would probably be rrore evenly distributed 
if a broad spectrum of status groups are involved in the decision ma.king 
(Ka.u:tnan: 1959). In hopes of broader involvement in decision ma.king, 
the Ohio Cooperative Extension Service with furrls provided by the Rural 
Development Act commissioned an attitude study to evaluate perceptions 
held by local people toward selected types of development efforts. 'Ihe 
study was conducted in a five county area within southeastern Ohio. A 
systenatic random selection approach was chosen as the sampling technique 
so that all socioeconomic status levels would have the opportunity to be 
involved in the future development planning of the study area. 'Ihe five 
county study area, located in the Appalachian region of Ohio, was selected 
for extensive planned change efforts by corrmunity development specialists 
within the Ohio Cooperative Extension Service since considerable develop-
ment potential is perceived to exist within that region of the state and 
numerous development problems exist within the region. 
Prel1rninary investigation by extension development personnel among the 
leadership of the region focused attention upon two types of development 
needs within the region which were perceived by the leaders to have priority 
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for development emphasis. The two identified development research areas 
were: (1) rural industrialization and (2) outdoor recreation development. 
The primary purposes of the research study being reported here were to 
determine the priority of development problems to be addressed as per-
ceived by local people and to evaluate the attitudes of the respondents 
toward recreation and industrial development. Emphasis was placed upon 
the respondents' perception of the desirability of additional rural in-
dustrial development activity and/or expansion of existing firms. The 
development of new outdoor recreation facilities within the region was 
also evaluated from a perceptional perspective. Additional data relative 
to development preferences, ranking of cormru.nity problem priorities, 
determination of perceived regional identity and sources of information 
were also researched and will be reported. These data were collected since 
each type of information would hopefully add insight into what the people 
wished to have developed in their region and what they would be willing 
to support. As noted earlier, the group cannot attack the universe but 
rrn.lSt pick selected topics for assessment. It is often asserted that 
development rrn.lSt occur in a regional context (Warren, 1972; Widner, 1974; 
Wilkinson, 1974) and good socio-economic cases can be made that such change 
efforts are justified, but implementation of regional change programs is 
contingent upon the local people recognizing that a viable development 
region exists. In essence, the group rrn.lSt perceive that a development 
region is a reality. Lastly, to accomplish the goal of group involvement 
in decision making, some knowledge of the sources used to gather informa-
tion is essential. To have an informed populace, channels of communication 
of informa.tion is essential. 
The data derived from the above questions will provide relevant 
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answers to these and other issues addressed in this bulletin. 
STUDY MErHODS 
Sampling 
A ve-ry large systematic random sample was drawn from the five county 
study area. Interviewers were instructed to make an effort to secure an 
interview from selected residences chosen by systematic sampling. '!he in-
terviewers were to select eve-ry fifth occupied dwelling with the initial 
dwelling chosen at random. The interviewers were instructed to begin 
the selection process at different places within the sampling area at the 
beginning of each day. A structured questionnaire was developed and ad-
ministered to the respondents via personal interviews of an adult member 
of the selected families. 'Ihe interviewers were trained in the use of 
the questionnaire and informed relative to the sampling technique to use 
in the selection of respondents. 'Ihe location of each respondent's resi-
dence was noted on detailed county maps secured from the Ohio Department 
of Transportation which provided a means of pictorial display of the 
sampling distribution. Careful visual monitoring of the distribution of 
the sample during the data collection phase and subsequent evaluation re-
vealed that the sample was not clustered and approximated the population 
distribution by township. 'Ihe respondents drawn from villages and towns 
were selected usihg the same systematic sampling technique which had been 
modified to be appropriate to more densely populated areas (streets were 
selected as the starting points which were randomly selected). Maps of 
the towns with chosen residences revealed that the urban sample was not 
clustered. Approxirnately 95 percent of the randomly selected people 
agreed to participate in the study and the total number of respondents to 
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the study was 1474. rrt.e·cmra.cteristics·or the san:ple are presented in 
Tables 1-3. 
Table 1: Sunmary Characteristics of The Selected Sanple From Five 
Southeastern Ohio Counties 
Males 657 (44.6%) Females 813 (55.2%) No Data 4 (0.3%J 
Mean age of respon:lents - 44.4 years 
Mean years of forrral education oonpleted: Respondent 11. 5; spouse 11. 4 
Mean number of children living at home - 1.24 
Early Childhood residence (first 15 years of life): Rural Farm 574 (38.9'.": 
Rural Nonfarm 224 (15.2%), Small 'Ibwn [under 2,500] 482 (32.7%), City 
[over 10,000] 190 (12.9%), No Data 4 (0.3%) 
Mean length of residence - 31.0 years 
Ownership of home - 80.3% 
Mean number of organization memberships - 1.6 
Percent uner!1)loyed last year - 22.3% (mean number of months uner!1)loyed 7.4) 
Percent engaged in fanning - 17.3% 
Full time farming - 5.6% 
Part time farming - 11. 7% 
Mean farm size - 104.0 acres 
Major income earner retired - 23.8% 
Mean number of miles income earner cornnutes (one way) each day - 11.0 miles 
Table 2: Distribution of Major Income Earner's Occupation 
(San:ple Cha.ra.cteristi~s) 
Prof essiona.l 
Manager-administrator 
White Collar 
Skilled Blue Collar 
Unskilled laborers 
Farmers 
Service Workers 
Unclassified 
61 
116 
119 
401 
375 
178 
86 
138 
(4.1%) 
(7.9%) (8.1%) 
(27.2%) 
(25.4%) 
(12.1%) (5.8%) (9.4%) 
'!able 3: Distribution of Total Family Income 
(Sample Characteristics) 
Income category 
$ 0 - 2,999 
3,000 - 5,999 
6,000 - 8,999 
9,000 - 11,999 
12,000 - 14,999 
15,000 - 17,999 
18,000 and above 
No Response 
Frequency-
149 
244 
257 
301 
198 
122 
118 
85 
Percent 
10.1 
16.5 
17.5 
20.4 
13.4 
8.3 8.o 
5.8 
The characteristics of the sample population indicate that the re-
sporrlents to the study were middle aged people with very few children 
living at home. The age variable irrlicates that most of the children 
would be adults and have their own rruclear families. The study partici-
pants were long tenn residents of the region, and were basically working 
class with :m:xierate incomes and a high school education achievement level. 
Most spent their early years in small towns or less d~nsely populated 
areas (farm and rural nonfarm). A large majority of the respondents 
owned their homes and were not actively eng9.ged in many formal organiza-
tions. A small minority were farmers and nx:>st of those who indicated 
that they were farmers noted that they were eng9.ged in part-tire farming. 
This firrling partially explains why the mean farm size was only 104.0 
acres. A relatively large portion of those interviewed when corrpared to 
the national unemployment figures were without work for a portion of the 
last year and those who were unemployed tended to have remained without 
work for an extended period of t1me. The resporrlents indicated that they 
corrmu.ted an average distance of ll.O miles one wa:y each day to work. 
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Questionnaire Construction 
The questionna.1re used in the data collection phase of the study 
was f orrrD.llated using rra.ny different methodological techniques for in-
strument construction. Attitudes toward industrial arrl recreational 
development were measured with Likert-type scales (Edwards: 1957) while 
problem priorities and preferences were measured with hierarchical 
rank:tngs. Several variables were measured by asking the respondents to 
rank their responses on a continuum which had been divided into equal 
interval divisions. 
'Ille questionnaire was pretested using a comparable group from a dif-
ferent county and the pretest data were assessed to detennine the neces-
sity for reformulation of the questions. The questionnaire was revised 
and submitted to the selected sample. 'Ille content of the questions used 
in the measurement instruments were derived from several sources (see 
Napier 1971, 1972, 1975; Na.pier and Wright 1974, 1976 for specific iden-
tification of the sources) • 
Professional coIIIIn.U1ity development specialists at Ohio State Univer-
sity, Extension development personnel, and selected local "knowledgeables" 
reviewed the questionnaire for clarity and relevance of the questions 
before the questionnaire was submitted to the selected subjects. A copy 
of the questionnaire is provided in Appendix 1. 
Interviewers were selected from the five county area and trained in 
the use of the questionnaire. The interviewers were not totally informed 
of the meaning of each section which served to reduce interviewer biasing 
since they were cautioned not to interpret questions for the respondents. 
'1he field interviewers were primarily selected from the multi-county study 
region to enhance the rapport between the interviewer am. the interviewee, 
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rut not permitted to conduct interviews within their own cormunity of 
residence to reduce the protabllitythat personal association would IE 
m1n1m1zed. While it is desirable to have local people corxiucting the in-
terviews, it is equally urrlesirable to have people interviewing close 
frierxis since sane data are sensitive (incane for exanple). 
FINDINGS 
Perception of Region Identity 
The descriptive statistical findings of the study are presented below 
with cannentary relative to the significance for development activity 
within the study region. The first question in the study \\RS designed to 
ascertain the perceived geographic l:x:>undaries of the development region 
to which the respondents associated themselves. Numerous researchers 
(Wilkinson: 1974, 43-53; Miller: 1971, 244-253; WaITen: 1972, 13-16; 
Brol:erg, .1973) have observed that many local problems :nust be attacked on 
a larger social unit ta.sis sinoe sufficient human, economic and natural 
resources are seldan available within small corrmmities for initiating 
more than token development efforts. It is very difficult to reduce 
local poverty, for exarrple, without involvement of extralocal groups or 
to introduce pollution atatement equipment to solve a pollution problem. 
Expertise, social organization, capital and other resources are often not 
available within local corrmmities to address such problems. This sug-
gests that cooperation on the part of county and/or :nulti-county groups 
is essential for the acconplishment of certain tasks. The question ad-
dressed in the initial portion of the questionnaire \\RS identification 
with geogr-aphic region. To acconplish certain goals, multi-county coopera-
tion is essential but given the localistic orientation of social groups, 
it taS hypothesized tha.t larger social arrangements (:nulti-county groups) 
I• . 
j 
l 
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w:iuld not 1:e perceived as the area to which people identified. Since 
people tend to satisfy most of their social needs on the local level, it 
ms hypothesized trat the county WJUld be the mst frequently designated 
area of identification. The respon:ients were provided maps which ranged 
from all of the Appalachia counties in the United States to the county 
level. The alternatives from which the respondents were to choose the 
area to which they identified were: The Appalachian counties of the 
United States, the State of Ohio, Southeastern Ohio counties, tre five 
county study region, the counties imnediately surrounding and including 
the county of residence (termed pivotal), and the county of residence. 
The results of the ranking are presented in Table 4. 
Table 4: Response of Study Respondents to Area 
of Personal Identify 
Absolute Relative Rank 
Region Freq Freq (PCT) Order 
Appalachia 34 2.3 6 
Ohio 53 3.6 4 
SE-Ohio 36 2.4 5 
Five County 
Study Region 143 9.7 3 
Pivotal 218 14.8 2 
County 988 67.0 1 
No Response 2 0.1 
1474 100.0 
These data clearly irrlicate that the geographical area to which the 
greatest majority of people identified was the county of residence. The 
pivotal area was second with the study region third. If the study region 
is to become a viable development area, then considerable effort Im.l.St be 
-10-
experxled to create the personal identit'Y am:>ng pesidents of the area. 
'lbese data irrlicate that strong identity remains with the county am 
relatively little identity with larger social entities. These data would 
suggest t:tat nulti-county progr-ams which necessitate collective identity 
to effectively implement development projects will encounter difficulty 
arrl will probably require considerable educational progr-am efforts to 
create the situation where inter-group cooperation may emerge. If Warren 
(1972) and others are correct that large social (rultiple groups) units 
are the roost viable form of social organization to acconplish rmny types 
of development goals, then the five county study region will encounter 
some considerable problems since the residents of the counties do not 
identify with a regional entity but with a more micro-level unit (county). 
Ranking of Priority Problems 
One of the first steps in the development process is the delineation 
of a hierarchy of collective problems. The primary function of such in-
forne.tion is to focus attention upon the most critical issues which need 
to be addressed given the limited development resources. Most gt>Oups 
ca.nrx>t initiate progr-ams to resolve all problems simultaneously, therefore, 
sane means IIRlSt be derived to isolate the problems to be addressed. It 
is recognized that to address a problem such as jobs, the group may have 
to enhance the social infrastructure to become attractive to industry. 
The "targeting" of the priorities, however, is :roost useful in the delinea-
tion of problems to research and to focus development efforts upon. The 
rural development literature was carefully reviewed relative to the iden-
tification of the m:>st frequently encountered social problems confronting 
cOimUnity gt>Oups. An extensive list of variables associated with quali-
tative aspects of camrunity living (factors that make things good or bad 
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in a corrmunity) was developed arrl screened by the questionnaire reviewers. 
To ascertain the more important development problems, the respondents were 
asked to rank the three ( 3) m::>st important development problems for their 
region. The findings are presented in Table 5. 
(Table 5 Here) 
The data from 'Tu.ble 5 were used to calculate weighted rankings for 
the problem areas. The absolute frequencies for each category in choice 
1 were multiplied by a value of three (3). The absolute frequencies in 
the categories of choice 2 were ITD.lltiplied by a value of two (2) and the 
absolute frequencies in each category of choice 3 were included in the 
analysis without a weighted factor. The values generated from the pro-
cedure above were sumned to give a row value arrl divided by the total 
sanple size. An exanple would be housing where: 116 x 3 = 348 + 
(120 x 2 = 240) + 94 = 682 which is divided by 1474 arrl equals .46. The 
same procedure is used for all problem categories. The findings are 
presented in 'Tu.ble 6. 
('Tu.ble 6 Here) 
- -------··-·-·-
Table 5: Responses of Study Respondents To Priority Problems In The Region To Which They Identified 
, 
First Choice Second Choice Third Choice 
Relative Relative Relative 
Absolute Freq Rank Absolute Freq Rank Absolute Freq Rank 
Problem For Region Freq (PCT) Order Freq (PCT) Order Freq (PCT) Order 
Jobs and Industrial Expansion 683 46.3 l 257 17.4 1 148 10.0 5 
Drug Abuse 134 9.1 2 214 14.5 2 142 9.6 6 
Education 124 8.4 3 190 12.9 4 161 l0.9 4 
New Housing 116 7.9 4 120 8.1 6 94 6.4 7 
Highway Improvement 97 6.6 5 195 13.2 3 208 14. l 3 
Crime, Varnalism, Trespassing 91 6.2 6 153 10.4 5 272 18.5 1 I 
I-' 
Sewage Improvements 54 3.7 7 71 4.8 
tu 
9 57 3.9 9 I 
Solid Waste Pick-Up 47 3.2 8 52 3.5 10 35 2.4 10 
Water Supply 47 3.2 8 74 5.0 8 73 5.0 8 
Recreational Facilities 41 2. 8 10 95 6.4 7 213 14.5 2 
Other 23 1. 6 11 19 1. 3 12 27 1.8 12 
Planning and Zoning 16 1.1 12 30 2.0 11 31 2.1 11 
Missing Data l 0.1 
--
4 0.3 
--
13 o. 9 
-~ 
- - -
1474 100.0 1474 100.0 1474 100.0 
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Table 6: Weighted Rank Order of Problem Priorities 
In the Study Area: Survey Results 
Weighted 
Frequency Score 
Problem For Multiplied By Sample Weighted 
Region Weighting Factors Size Rank.Order 
Jobs and Irrlustrial 
Expansion 2711 1.84 1 
Drug Abuse 972 .66 2 
:Education 913 .62 3 
Highway Inprovements 889 .60 4 
Crime, Vandalism and 
Trespassing 851 .58 5 
New Housing 682 .46 6 
Recreation Facilities 526 .36 7 
Water Supply 362 .25 8 
Sewage Improvements 361 .24 9 
Solid Waste Pick Up 280 .19 10 
Planning and Zoning 138 .09 11 
Other 137 .09 12 
The data revealed that jobs and industrial development were the most 
significant development problem as perceived by the respondents to the 
survey. Drug abuse was next and education concerns were third. Highway 
improvements and crime were fourth and fifth respectively. New housing, 
recreation facilities, water supply, sewage improvements, solid waste 
pick up, planning and zoning followed in that order. These data suggest 
that provision of new economic activity is the greatest perceived need 
for development emphasis among the study respondents. Deviant behavior 
in the form of drug abuse and crime are also very important issues. If 
drug abuse, which is a specific form of criminal behavior, is considered 
in conjunction with other types of crime then the combined factor would 
be a very strong second to jobs for development attention (the weighted 
rank score for drug abuse and crime, vandalism and trespassing combined 
is 1. 3) • Improvement of the existing education system also has high 
priority for the people. Over emphasis upon economic development does 
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not appear to be warranted since several other critical social issues were 
identified am. should receive corrective attention, especially deviant 
behavior. Programs designed to counteract deviant behavior would be very 
appropriate in the context of these fin:tlngs. 
These data show trat the need for recreation development is not seen 
as a high priority problem among the respoments to the study. This 
fi.rxiing would suggest that the leadership of the area who perceive recrea-
tion development as a high priority problem have not identified some of 
the most critical development issues at least in terms of the priority 
pla.ced upon the problems by the region's residents. 
Type of Industrial Development Desired 
The respoments were asked to rank six (6) different irxiustrial en-
terprises in the order of priority of perceived i.rrportance to the region. 
The respoMents were asked to rank only the two roost i.rrportant industrial 
types in terms of perceived benefit for them as irxiividuals assuming that 
new irxiustries would be attracted to the region. The findings from the 
respondent rankings are presented in Table 7. 
The study respondents were given specific infornation relative to 
each type of industry to be ranked. Examples of irxiustries in each of 
the industrial categories were provided so trat the respondents had com-
roon referents. Heavy nanufacturing exanples were steel mills and tire 
plants. Service industry exanples were economic enterprises such as dry 
cleaners and repair shops. Resource industry examples were coal mining, 
forestry and agr>iculture. The construction example was pipeline con-
tractors. Handicraft industry examples were weaving and woodcarving 
while light iniustry examples included textile mills and canning factories. 
The examples were for purposes of giving a representative type of industry 
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for each category and not for ranking purposes per se. The interviewer 
was cautioned to indicate that the respondent was to rank the category 
(industrial type) and not the specific exarrple since other types of in-
dustries could be substmrned un:ier the same category. 
('Tu.ble 7 Here) 
The results indicated a strong preference for the creation and ex-
pansion of heavy industry in the area. This is interpreted to be associ-
ated with the number of jobs and secondary economic in:pact that tends to 
be associated with heavy capital industries. It is highly probable that 
the people do not know the difficulty associated with attracting heavy 
rmnufacturing firms and the frequent negative social irrpact of rmjor capi-
tal industries upon local groups (see Scott and Sunmers, 1974; for a dis-
cussion of industrial inpacts). Considerable support was noted for ex-
pansion of the resource industries as well. Light manufacturing was also 
perceived to be quite desirable. If decisions are made to seek external 
industries which would be most favored by the local people, then heavy 
or light industry, as well as the expansion of the resource industries, 
would be the most f!.ppropriate. Efforts to expand handicraft am service 
type industries will probably be met with much less enthusiasm. 
Outdoor Recreation Priorities 
The respondents were asked to rank the two most important types of 
outdoor recreation facilities which they believed would be most beneficial 
to the region if they were to be constructed. The findings are presented 
in 'Tu.ble 8. 
'Ihe recreation facilities examples used to give the respondents 
co1T1IDn referents were as follows: (1) Exarrples of heavy recreation use 
Table 7: Ranking of Industrial Types By Study Respondents: Perceived 
Individual Benefit To Be Derived 
First Rank Second Rank Weighted 
Industry Type_ Choice Order Choice Order Rank Ord~r* 
Relative Relative 
Absolute Freq Absolute Freq 
Freq (PCT) Freq (PCT) 
Heavy Manufacturing 444 30.1 1 250 17.0 3 1 
Resource Industry 419 28.4 2 275 18.7 2 2 
Light Manufacturing 262 17.8 3 549 37.2 1 3 
Construction 175 11.9 4 176 11.9 4 4 
Service Industry 114 7.7 5 119 8.1 5 5 
H~ndicraft Industry 58 3.9 6 98 6.6 6 6 
No Choice 2 0.1 - 7 0.5 
--
1474 100.0 1474 100.0 
*The weighted rank order was calculated by weighting each category frequency in choice 1 by the 
value of 2 and summing the frequency of the corresponding category in choice 2. The SQDI. was 
divided by the total number of responses and the resulting value was used to determine final 
rank order. 
t. 
7' 
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areas were: pools, recreation centers, Kings Island, Inc.; (2) Examples 
of general outdoor recreation areas were: rulti-purpose camping, picnic 
areas, boating areas; (3) Examples of natural enviror:nnent areas were: 
bird watching, wildlife area, forest preserve area; (4) ~les of spe-
cial natural areas were: Old Man's Cave, Yellowstone geyers; (5) Examples 
of wild areas were: backpack tenting, removed from sights and sounds; 
(6) Examples of historic a.rd cultural sites were: canal and railroad 
restoration, museums. Agp.in, it rust be noted that these examples were 
provided as representative of the recreation facility types a.rd the 
respondents were asked to rank the general category and not the examples 
per se. 
(Table 8 Here) 
The findings demonstrated that the respondents held mixed feelings 
about the type of recreation development which would have the greatest 
benefit to the region. General recreation areas were ranked as the most 
beneficial followed by heavy use and wild areas in that order. The lat-
ter two are not compatible since heavy use recreation projects would pre-
clude wild areas and vice versa. General recreation and heavy use areas 
would be complementary to each other and compose about 65 percent of the 
first choice selection. The selection of high intensity recreation faci-
lities may be a partial function of the concern for economic development 
which was shown to be very high in priority for the region. People may 
be favorable to many types of development efforts that would provide local 
people with jobs. The findings indicate that the respondents desired con-
siderable diversity in the types of recreation facilities which they would 
like to see encorporated into recreation projects that are created in the 
future. General consensus was not discovered but priority of the 
Table 8: Ranking of Outdoor Recreation Development Priorities 
By GROW Respondents: Perceived Benefit To Be Derived 
For Region 
First Rank Second Rank 
Recreation ~ Choice Order Choice Order 
Relative Relative 
Absolute Freq Absolute Freq 
Freq (PCT) Freq (PCT) 
General Outdoor Recreation 
Areas 514 34.9 1 405 27.5 1 
Heavy Use Recreation Areas 507 34.4 2 190 12.9 5 
Wild Areas 136 9.2 3 236 16.0 3 
Historic and Cultural 
Areas 130 8.8 4 260 17.6 2 
Natural Environment Areas 123 8.3 5 225 15.3 4 
Special Natural Areas 57 3.9 6 142 9.6 6 
No Choice 7 0.5 - 16 1.1 
-- --
1474 100.0 1474 100.0 
*The calculation for this weighted factor was the same as used in Table 5. 
Weighced* 
Rank Order 
1 
2 
2 
I i::;. 
4 er 
5 
6 
~ . 
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resporrlents was placed upon the nultiple use type of facilities. A!¢1n 
it IYD.lSt be noted that recreation development was not perceived as a high 
priority development problem by the respondents. 
Perception Findings 
Perception of Region 
A series of questions were presented to the respondents which were 
associated with the perceptions held regarding the identity with the 
development region, outdoor recreation development, industrial develop-
ment and tourists. 'Ihe respondents were given an incanplete sentence with 
alternative responses and asked to circle the response that best repre-
sented the degree of intensity of their feelings. 'Ihe region was defined 
as the area selected in question 1 (data presented in Table 4) and a 
continuum of responses was provided. 'Ihe incomplete sentence to which the 
resporrlent was asked to react was; "My region is: "· Basically opposite 
concepts were provided at the extremes of the continuum with varying de-
grees of cormrl.tment associated with each alternative answer (see appendix 1 
for the operationalization of the measurement instrument). 'Ihe findings 
for regional perceptions are presented in Table 9. 
(Table 9 Here) 
Table 9: Perceptions of Regional Characteristics: Survey 
Results Presented in Frequency Counts (Row Per-
centages Presented Within Parentheses) 
Characteristic Characteristic 
Polar Extreme 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Mean Polar Extreme 
24 64 188 58 522 424 194 
Smooth (1. 6) ( 4. 3) (12.8) (3.9) (35.4) (28.8 (13.2) 5.1 Rugged 
46 88 217 64 509 419 131 
Dirty (3.1) ( 6.0) (14. 7) (4.3) (34.5) (28.4) ( 8.9) 4.8 Clean 
I 
I\) 
14 35 64 69 314 547 431 0 I 
Worthless (0.9) ( 2.4) ( 4.3) (4. 7) (21. 3) (37.1) (29.2) 5.7 Valuable 
12 19 44 56 277 499 566 
Hostile (0.8) ( 1. 3) ( 3.0) (3.8) (18.8) (33.9) (38.4) 5.9 Friendly 
14 15 42 44 287 536 536 
Ugly (0.9) ( 1.0) ( 2.8) (3.0) (19.5) (36.4) (36.4) 5.9 Beautiful 
105 210 359 144 427 157 72 
Poor (7.1) (14.2) (24.4) (9.8) (29.0) (10.7) ( 4.9) 3.9 Rich 
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'Ihe mean scores demonstrate that the respondents possessed a rela· 
tively positive perception of the region to which they identified. Most 
people indicated that their region is clean, valuable, friendly and 
beautiful. '!heir perception of the area is that it is mildly rugged and 
tends to be somewhat poor. The awareness of the region's relatively poor 
state could partially explain the study group's comnitment to jobs as 
being the most :important development problem. 
Perception of Industrial Development 
The techniques used in the assessment of regional perceptions were 
employed to evaluate the respondents' perceptions of industrial develop-
ment. 'Ihe incomplete sentence to which the respondents were asked to 
respond was; "Industrial development is: II The responses by frequency 
count and percentages as well as mean scores are presented in Table 10. 
(Table 10 Here) 
Table 10: Perceptions of Respondents Toward Industrial 
Development: Survey Results Presented In 
Frequency Counts {Row Percentages Presented 
Within Parentheses) 
Characteristic Characteristic 
Polar Extreme 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Mean Polar Extreme 
100 78 100 42 237 318 599 
Bad (6.8) (5.3) ( 6.8) ( 2.8) (16.1) (21.6) (40.6) 5.4 Good 
I 
72 110 221 269 390 262 150 f\) f\) 
Dirty (4. 9) (7. 5) (15.0) (18.2) (26.5) (17.8) (10.2) 4.5 Clean I 
31 40 56 56 207 398 686 
Undesirable (2.1) (2.7) ( 3.8) ( 3.8) (14.0) (27. 0) (46.5) 5.9 Desirable 
16 11 34 51 173 433 756 
Worthless (1.1) (0.7) ( 2.3) ( 3. 5) (11. 7) (29.4) (51. 3) 6. 2 Valuable 
25 30 32 58 163 370 796 
Unwelcome (1. 7) (2. 0) ( 2.2) ( 3. 9) (11.1) (25.1) (54.0) 6.1 Welcome 
52 68 156 333 335 272 257 
Ugly (3.5) (4. 6) (10. 6) (22.6) (22.7) (18.5) (17.4) 4.8 Beautiful 
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The data presented in Table 10 reveal that the respondents possessed 
very positive perceptions about industrial development.· They believed 
that industrial development was very desirable and valuable. Industrial 
development was perceived as being basically good and would be welcome 
in the region to which they identified. The respondents did not believe 
that industry was dirty but did not perceive it as being clean or beauti-
ful (basically near the middle range). There were nore positive percep-
tions relative to the concepts termed "welcome", "valuable" and "desirablr" 
with less positive perceptions about industry being "beautiful" and 
"clean." These findings suggest that the respondents would probably be 
willing to sacrifice some aesthetic value to have the economic advantages 
of industrial development. 
Perception of Outdoor Recreation Development 
The same procedures used for regional and industrial development 
were employed to evaluate the respondents' perceptions of outdoor rec-
reation development. The incomplete sentence used to elicit the responses 
was; "Outdoor recreation development is: 
in Table 11. 
(Table 11 Here) 
" The findings are presented 
Table 11: Perceptions of Respondents Toward Outdoor 
Recreation Development: Survey Results Pre-
sented In Frequency Counts {Row Percentages 
Within Parentheses) 
Characteristic Characteristic 
Polar Extreme 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Mean Polar Extreme 
53 36 44 so 198 383 710 
Undesirable ( 3.6) ( 2.4) ( 3.0) ( 3. 4) (13. 4) (26.0) (48.2) 5.9 Desirable 
30 25 34 39 167 459 720 
Worthless ( 2.0) ( 1.7) ( 2.3) ( 2.6) (11.3) (31.1) (48.8) 6.1 Valuable I 
I\) 
J::-
12 14 16 55 168 459 750 I 
Ugly ( 0.8) ( 0.9) ( 1.1) ( 3. 7) (11. 4) (31.1) (50.9) 6.2 Beautiful 
29 28 39 62 228 408 680 
Unnecessary ( 2.0) ( 1.9) ( 2.6) ( 4. 2) (15. S) (27.7) (46.1) 6.0 Necessary 
235 241 223 207 253 187 127 
Crowded (15.9) (16.4) (15.1) (14.0) (17.2) (12. 7) ( 8.6) 3.7 Empty 
16 29 77 122 278 498 454 
Dirty ( 1.1) ( 2.0) ( 5.2) ( 8.3) (18.9) (33.8) (30.8) 5.7 Clean 
28 27 48 61 160 400 750 
Bad ( 1.9) ( 1.8) ( 3.3) ( 4.1) (10.9) (27.1) (50.9) 6.1 Good 
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'Ihe findings in Table 11 reveal that outdoor recreation development 
was perceived in a very positive manner by the survey respondents. All 
of the mean scores were higher than the median possible score of 4 for 
the exception of crowded and empty. 'Ihe respondents associated outdoor 
recreation with crowded facilities which supports the position taken in 
the prior.ities quesion (Table 8) where the respondents placed higher 
priority on multi-purpose and intensive use recreation development. Future 
outdoor recreation development should be perceived in a positive manner i~ 
conceived in the context of the expressed desires of the people. Given 
the low priority placed upon outdoor recreation development as a problem 
limited development resources should not be expended in this development 
content area. 
Perceptions of Tourists To The Region 
The final area evaluated using the technique employed in the three 
preceding tables was respondents' perceptions of tourists. Change agents 
cannot expect to bring about outdoor recreation development, or any other 
type of planned change, among directly affected groups if the change pro-
ducing forces result in significant negative consequences for the affected 
group. Outdoor recreation ma.y attract external users of the facilities 
to the region and positive perceptions of local residents toward external 
recreators is a critical issue in the determination of whether or not to 
proceed to plan for such recreation development. To address the question 
regarding the perception of local people to external recreators, the 
respondents were requested to complete the following truncated sentence; 
"Tourists are: ." The means of responding to the question was the same 
as the three previous series of items. The data are presented in Table 12. 
(Table 12 Here) 
~ 
Table 12: Perceptions of Respondents Toward Tourists: 
Survey Results Presented In Frequency Counts 
(Row Percentages Within Parentheses) 
Characteristic Characteristic 
Polar Extreme 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Mean Polar Extreme 
8 10 35 395 376 437 213 
Dishonest (0.5) (O. 7) (2.4) (26.8) (25.5) (29.6) (14.5) 5.2 Honest 
13 15 27 202 334 521 362 I 
Unpleasant (0. 9) (1. O) (1.8) (13. 7) (22. 7) (35.3) (24.6) 5.6 Pleasant I\.) O'\ 
I 
17 28 99 256 335 484 255 
Disruptive (1.2) (1.9) (6.7) (17.4) (22.7) (32.8) (17.3) 5.3 Peaceful 
9 12 22 210 358 512 351 
Bad • (0. 6) (O. 8) (1.5) (14.2) (24.3) (34. 7) (23.8) 5.6 Good 
18 34 81 332 405 410 194 
Dirty (1. 2) (2. 3) (5.5) (22.5) (27.5) (27.8) (13.2) 5.1 Clean 
8 7 14 171 243 493 538 
Worthless (O. 5) (O. 5) (O. 9) (11.6) (16.5) (33.4) (36. 5) 5.9 Valuable 
8 6 12 106 203 475 664 
Unwelcome (0.5) (0.4) (0.8) ( 7.2) (13.8) (32.2) (45.0) 6.1 Welcome 
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The findings basically reveal that the respoihdents possessed a rela-
tively positive perception of tourists. Development of outdoor recrea-
tion facilities that are designed to attract external tourists should 
not be challenged on the basis of negative attitudes toward tourists. If 
recreation development should be resisted, the reasons will probably not 
be tourist perception based. 
Evaluation of Knowledge About Outdoor 
Recreation Developnent Impact 
A series of questions was presented to the selected respondents 
which was designed to ascertain their knowledge base relative to the 
probable econorilic inpact of recreation development and tourism upon 
• 
directly affected groups. The literature was thoroughly reviewed (Ching 
and Friels, 1973; Bevins, 1971; Beardsley, 1971; Gilbert, 1975) to deter-
mine relevant factors upon which to assess knowledge of probable impact. 
Statements were derived from studies conducted in several areas impacted 
by recreation development. 
The respondents were asked to check the response that best reflected 
their answer to the statement presented. The possible responses were 
"agree", "disagree" or "uncertain." The responses were tabulated in terms 
of "Responses Indicating Knowledge of Impact" which are defined as basically 
corTect responses and "Responses Indicating Little Knowledge of Impact" 
which were incorrect and undecided response. Questions 1, 2 and 7 were 
basically false and should have elicited a disagr-ee response to have been 
. consistent with the existing literature. Questions 3, 4, 5, 6 and 8 should 
have elicited agreement to be consistent with the existing research litera-
ture reviewed for this study. Uncertain responses were combined with in-
consistent responses since the·. study goal was to measure the respondents' 
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knowledge about the ~ct of recreation development and tourism. When 
respondents selected an appropriate answer which indicated "Knowledge of 
Impact" they were assessed a value of 1 for each correct response and 
these values were summed. The possible range of scores was O to 8 with 
eight indicating complete knowledge of the potential impact and zero in-
dicating no knowledge. The group mean knowledge score was 3. 5 which in-
dicates that the respondents were not well informed relative to the prob-
able impact of outdoor recreation development. The findings are presented 
in Table 13. 
(Table 13 Here) 
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Table 13: Knowledge of Outdoor Recreation Development and 
Tourist Impact Upon Local Community Groups: Sur-
vey Results Presented In Frequency Counts (Per-
centages Presented Within Parentheses) 
Questions Asked 
1. Income trom tourist dollars in a 
region has a greater economic im-
pact than most other business 
activities. 
2. Visitors to a regional recreation 
or tourist attraction generall7 
spend the largest part of the trip•s 
budget in the area. 
3. Land values usual17 increase near 
recreational/tourist developments. 
4. Wages or salaries paid b7 recrea-
tional businesses are among the 
lowest in the econom;y. 
5. Outdoor recreation facilities are 
usuall7 used b7 the public about 
three (3) or four (4) months a 7ear. 
6. Investment in ou'bdoor recreatian or 
tourism businesses is risky. 
7. Sale ot expensive, imported objects 
will usuall7 provide more economic 
gain tor an area than the sale of 
local handicrafts. 
8. Increased propert)' taxes on recrea-
tion businesses will force some 
private operators out of business. 
Responses 
Indicating Knowledge 
ot Impact 
730 
(49. 5) 
282 
( 19. 1) 
1162 
( 78. 8) 
493 
(33.4) 
1022 
( 69. 3) 
435 
( 29. 5) 
681 
(46.2) 
339 
( 23. 0) 
Responses Indicating 
Little Knowledge ot 
Impact 
744 
(50.5) 
1192 (so. 9) 
312 
( 21. 2) 
981 
( 66. 6) 
452 
(30. 7) 
1039 
( 70. 5) 
193 
(53. 8) 
1134 
( 77. 0) 
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The data indicate that the respondents were not well inf onried about 
the probable economic :impact of outdoor recreation and tourism in their 
area. Most people believe: (1) that tourists tend to spend the greatest 
percentage of vacation budgets at the recreation site; (2) that wages 
paid to recreation workers are not among the lowest in the economy; (3) 
that outdoor recreation investment is not rislcy'; and, (4) that increased 
property taxes would not drive many recreation enterprises out of business. 
Each of these statements are not generally supported in the existing 
literature about outdoor recreation. These findings suggest that the 
respondents probably anticipate greater economic returns to the area than 
would be achieved if outdoor recreation development projects are :imple-
mented. 
The responses of question 1 and 7 basically indicated that people 
were about evenly divided in terms of the responses. Tourist dollars 
usually do not generate greater economic benefit than other types of 
economic enterprises and cheaper local handicrafts usually provide more 
economic gain to an area than importation of expensive handicrafts. The 
respondents were aware that land values usually increase near outdoor 
recreation development sites and that most recreation facilities operate 
only 3 or 4 months a year. Given that the respondents were knowledgeable 
of the seasonality of outdoor recreation and still perceived such economic 
development as desirable would suggest that such employment is perceived 
as an acceptable behavior pattern. 
'Ihe major finding of this section of the survey is that local people 
who were interviewed possessed basically inadequate knowledge about the 
potential economic benefits and costs to be derived from outdoor recrea-
tion development. Expectations of the local people relative to outdoor 
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recreation development.will probably not be realized if research findings 
about the effects of such development in other parts of the country are 
applicable to the study area. These findings suggest that an educational 
program relative to the probable impact of outdoor recreation impact should 
be conducted prior to the pursuit of such development efforts. Both posi-
tive and negative consequences of outdoor recreation development should be 
presented to the client group. 
Industrial Development Attitudes Among 
Selected Residents of Southeast Ohio 
A series of attitude items were developed to evaluate the perceptions 
of the respondents relative to industrial development in the study region. 
Llkert-type items (Edwards: 1957) were drawn from an existing research 
instrument developed in the principal author (Napier, 1971, 1972, 1973, 
1974, 1975A, 1975B~ and others). The selected items were chosen on the 
basis of item analysis statistics which identified the items with the 
strongest differentiating power. The instrument from which the items 
were drawn has been demonstrated to be a reliable measure of corrmitment 
to other phenomena and evaluation of the measurement scales used in this 
study following the data collection phase of the study again demonstrated 
that the measurement devices were quite good.3 The possible responses to 
each item were strongly agree, agree, undecided, disagree and strongly 
disagree and were weighted 5 through 1. Questions 1 through 8 in Table 12 
were adopted from Napier's previous research and were reworded to measure 
the attitude toward rural industrial development. Questions 9, 10 and 11 
were added to evaluate specific aspects of rural industrial development. 
3rtem analysis has been used to assess the reliability of the scale 
used in previous research situations (Napier, 1971, 1975; Napier and 
Wright 1974, 1976). 
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Factor analyses of the scales used in this study added further proof 
that the items load well together to form a corrposite index. 
'Ihe reader must be cautioned that some items were worded to be 
negative and the mean score for the item must be interpreted in the con-
text of the question. For example, high values may be positive or nega-
tive depending upon the worCiing of the question. 'Ihe negative items were 
added to the positive statements to prevent a response set (respondents· 
Answering all questions with the same response without reading and 
reacting to each question) which is a major problem in attitude measure-
ment. 'Ihe findings are presented in Table 14. 
(Table 14 Here) 
Table 14 clearly indicates that the respondents were very favorable 
to rural industrial development in their region. 'Ihey believed that in-
dustrial development in the region would benefit them or family members 
as well as the region. 'Ihe respondents believed that industrial develop-
ment was essential to the maturation d~ their region and that costs of 
industrial growth could be justified. 'Ihe respondents indicated that 
they did not believe that industrial development would create major 
problems for directly affected corrrnunities and that the advantages of 
industrial development would offset any disadvantages. 'Ihe people be-
lieved that employment of women would not threaten family life. The 
data indicate that no efforts should be expended to discourage industrial 
development in the region since such expansion would mean jobs for local 
people (number 1 priority problem noted in Table 6). 
While the respondents indicated that industrial development was 
extremely :important for the region, the group was less favorable to the 
creation of new jobs at the cost of air and water pollution. This suggests 
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Table 14: Attitudes of Survey Respondents To Industrial Development : 
Presented In Frequency Counts{Percentages Within 
; Parentheses) ! 
i 
1-~ 
$ 
Mean tor 
Strongly Un- Strongly Question 
Question 1fr• !gree dteided Disyree Disyree ResJ!on;:;e 4• 3• 2• l* 
l. Industrial development in my region will 720 489 76 126 63 
benefit me or some member of my household. (48. 8) ( 33. 2) ( 5. 2) ( 8. 5) ( 4. 3) 4. l 
t 
' 2. The costs ot industrial development in my 377 679 329 70 19 I 
l region can be justitied. ( 25. 6) (46. l) ( 22. 3) ( 4. 7) l. 3) 3, 9 
! 
3. Industrial development is not needed in 34 74 78 552 736 
'1113 region. ( 2. 3) ( 5. 0) ( 5. 3) (37.4) (49.9) , . 7 
4. The disadvantages brought to my region by 
industrial development will offset the 61 205 225 614 369 
advantages. ( 4.l) ( 13. 9) (15.3) (41. 7) ( 25. 0) 2.3 
5, Industrial development in my region will 37 227 175 688 347 
create many problems tor people living here. ( 2. 5) ( 15. 4) (ll. 9) (46. 7) ( 23. 5) 2.3 
6. Industries should not be encouraged to 45 85 79 610 655 
locate in my region. ( 3. l) ( 5, 8) ( 5, 4) (41.4) (44. 4) l.8 
7, Industrial development ot my region will 748 599 67 39 21 
provide many jobs tor local people. (50. 7) (40.6) ( 4. 5) ( 2. 6) ( l. 4) 4.4 
8. Industrial development will make my 550 640 167 84 33 
region a better place in which to live. (37,3) (43.4) (ll. 3) ( 5, 7) 2. 2) 4.1 
9. New industries employing mostly women 
would be harmtul to family lite in my 107 216 254 555 342 
region. ( 7. 3) (14. 7) (17.2) (37. 7) (23.2) 2.5 
10. Industrial development will benefit my 611 694 94 50 25 
region. (41. 5) (47. l) ( 6. 4) ( 3.4) l. 7) 4.2 
11. New jobs are more important to me than the 
air or water pollution that new industries 217 399 267 402 189 
may cause. (14. 7) (27.1) ( 18. l) ( 27. 3) (12. 8) 3. 0 
12. Planned industrial parks are very impor- 326 773 277 8o 18 
tant tor industrial development. ( 22. l) ( 52. 4) (16. 8) ( 5, 4) l. 2) 3,9 
*Weighted values given to each designated response. 
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that the respondents would assess the situation before supporting the 
establishment or expansion of an industry that would possibly pollute 
the environment. 
'Ihe respondents basically agreed that industrial development is 
oftentimes dependent upon the availability of industrial parks. Existing 
industrial development literature would tend to support the beliefs of 
the respondents in this matter. The development implication is that the 
people in the area are cognizant of at least one of the prerequisites 
for industrial development. 
Attitudes of Selected Respondents To 
Outdoor Recreation Development 
A series of attitude questions were developed from existing scales 
fonrnilated by Napier (see discussion in previous section) to measure at-
titudes toward outdoor recreation development in the region. The simi-
larity of the questions used to measure attitudes toward outdoor recreation 
development and industrial development was by design to compare the responses 
to the two types of development activity. The attitude findings for out-
door recreation development items are presented in Table 15. Again, the 
reader is cautioned that several of the questions are worded in a negative 
manner to prevent a response set which means that the discriptive statistics 
for the responses must be interpreted in the context of the question wording 
(sometimes a low value may be positive for one item but negative for another 
statement). 
(Table 15 Here) 
The findings reveal that the respondents were very positive about out-
door recreation development in their region even though the perceived 
economic benefit in terms of jobs (question 1) is probably overstated. 
The people also believed that outdoor recreation was needed even though. 
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Table 15: Attitudes of Survey Respondents To Outdoor 
Recreation D~velopment: Presented In F~eque,p.cy 
Counts (Percentages Within Parentheses) 
" Mean tor 
Strongly Un- Strongly Question 
Question Agree !gree decided Disagree Disagree Responses 
5• 4• 3• 2* l* 
1. Outdoor recreation development of my 
region will provide many jobs tor 312 8o9 197 134 22 
local people. ( 21. 2) (54. 9) (13. 4) ( 9.1) ( 1. 5) .... 9 
2. Outdoor recreation development will 
make my region a better place in which 366 872 141 79 16 
to live. (24. 8) ( 59. 2) ( 9. 6) ( 5. 4) 1. 1) 4.0 
3. Outdoor recreation development is not 34 99 129 785 427 
needed in my region. ( 2. 3) ( 6. 7) ( 8. 8) (53. 3) ( 29. 0) 2.0 
4. Development of outdoor recreation 381 899 113 64 17 
will benefit my region. ( 25. 8) ( 61. 0) ( 7. 7) ( 4. 3) 1; 2) 4.1 
5. The costs of outdoor recreation develop- 226 705 422 97 24 
ment in nrs region can be justified. (15.3) (47.8) (28. 7) ( 6. 6) ( 1. 6) 3. 7 
6. The disadvantages brought to my region 
by outdoor recreation development will 39 210 267 716 242 
offset the advantages. 2. 6) (14. 2) (18.1) (48. 6) ( 16.4) 2.4 
7. Outdoor recreation development in my 
region will create many problems for 17 124 200 845 288 
people living here. 1. 2) ( 8. 4) ( 13. 6) (57.3) ( 19. 5) 2.1 
8. My region will not benefit much from 33 137 159 832 313 
new outdoor recreational development. 2. 2) ( 9. 3) ( 10. 8) ( 56. 4) ( 21. 2) 2.1 
9. Existing recreation facilities in my 171 557 196 391 159 
region are adequate for nrs needs. (11. 6) (37. 8) (13. 3) ( 26. 5) ( 10. 8) 3, 1 
10. Expansion of existing outdoor recrea-
tion and tourism attractions in my re-
gion will reduce my travel to other 203 505 270 389 107 
areas outside my region. (13. 8) (34. 3) ( 18. 3) ( 26. 4) ( 7. 3) 3.2 
11. Outdoor recreation development is 13 67 136 848 410 
usually harmful to the environment. ( o. 9) ( 4. 5) ( 9, 2) (57,5) ( 27. 8) l. 9 
*Weighted values given to each designated response. 
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it was given relative low priority in Table 6. 'Ihe respondents believe 
recreation development would prove to be beneficial to the region. 'Ihe 
data indicate that the respondents believed that advantages brought to 
the region by outdoor recreation development would offset any disadvan-
tages and that relatively few problems would be created for local residents 
as a direct result of recreation development efforts. 
'Ihe need for outdoor recreation development may be somewhat question-
able when the data are evaluated in the context of the perceived adequacy 
of existing recreation facilities. 'Ihe data relative to adequacy of 
existing recreational facilities reveal that the respondents were Reither 
positive nor negative on the issue. 'Ihe respondents were basically un-
decided about the :impact upon their travel outside the region if the 
existing recreation facilities in the region were expanded. There was 
general agreement, however, among the respondents that outdoor recreation 
development is usuallyr;not hannful to the environment. 
'Ihe findings in essence replicate the data for industrial develop-
ment since there was positive perceptions toward outdoor recreation 
development in the region. 
Evaluation of Personal Commitment 
'Ib Regional Development 
While it is clear that the study participants hold positive percep-
tions about industrial and outdoor recreation development, the authors 
wished to assess the relative degree fo personal conmitment that people 
would make to each type of development. 'Ib achieve this objective, 
several questions were developed which were designed to evaluate the 
degree of personal commitment that the local people would be willing to 
make for development efforts in their region. The types of comnitment 
~ . . 
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ranged from donation of time to tax levies for support of development pro-
grams. The findings are presented in Table 16. 
(Tal:lle 16 Here) 
The central tendency data revealed that the respondents were basically 
undecided in terms of the questions relating to personal commitment they 
would be willing to make for development efforts. The only conmitment 
issue that tended to be strongly supported was the use of zoning for 
development purposes. The other issues (donated time and tax levies) werr 
not as positively perceived even though the means were higher than the un-
decided weight of 3.0. The data suggest that personal cornmitment for de-
velopment efforts will be more difficult to achieve than creating interest 
for development. Even though there were very positive perceptions toward 
the development efforts evaluated there was less conrnitment to action. 
The study participants were positive toward development activity but many 
people were undecided about corrmitting themselves or their resources to 
goal achievement. It is possible that many people in the undecided cate-
gocy could become involved but would obviously have to assess tfie nature 
of the development effort before becoming actively engaged in the change 
programs. 
If conmunity members do not comnit themselves in terms of time and/or 
other resources, the expectations of the people relative to the leadership 
of the collective group may be unrealistic. It is often impossible for 
community leaders to facilitate the development of change programs with-
out the conrnitrnent of personal resources by local group members. To be 
favorable toward development efforts is a necessacy but not sufficient 
condition for development. It also takes personal conrnitment which 
appears to be less favorably perceived by the study participants. 
Table 16: Perceived Connnitment of Survey Respondents 
Question 
1. I am willing to donate my time to 
work for outdoor recreational develop-
ment 1n my region. 
2. I would support local increased tax 
levies to finance the development 
of industrial location sites. 
3. I would support local zoning regula-
tions for development purposes. 
4. I would support local tax levies tor 
local outdoor recreation projects. 
To Outdoor Recreation and Industrial Dev7lop-
ment: Presented In Frequency_ Counts (Percentages 
Within Parentheses) 
Strongly Un- Strongly 
yree yree decided Dis!!:iree Disagree 
5* 4* 3* 2* l* 
140 521 363 341 109 
( 9. 51 (35. 3) ( 24. 6) (23.1) ( 7.4) 
191 498 325 284 176 
( 13. 0) (33.8) ( 22. 0) (19. 3) ( 11. 9) 
254 746 292 125 57 
(17. 2) ( 50. 6) ( 19. 8) ( 8. 5) ( 3. 9) 
173 543 308 290 160 
(11. 7) (36. 8) ( 20. 9) ( 19. 7) (10. 9) 
*Weighted values given to each designated response. 
Mean tor 
Question 
Responses 
I 
w 
3. 2 Cf 
3. 2 
3.7 
3.2 
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Attitudes Toward Tourists And 
Tourist Recreation Development 
If outdoor recreation development programs are to be successfully 
integrated into the matrix of social relationships in an affected com-
rnuni ty group without continual social conflict, a positive attitude 
toward extra-local recreators nrust be present anong residents of the 
affected area. The respondents were requested to evaluate the interaction 
experience with tourists. Three questions were directed toward the 
respondents which were designed to evaluate their attitudes toward tourists 
as people and their perceptions relative to creat~on of outdoor recreation 
facilities designed primarily for tourists. The findings are presented 
in Table 17. 
(Table 17 Here) 
The data basically indicate that the respondents believed that 
outdoor recreation facilities should be designed primarily for local 
people but also revealed that they were not opposed to recreation develop-
ment that would attract tourists to their region. The relative positive 
attitude toward tourism development may be a partial function of the 
very positive attitude of the respondents toward recent contact with 
tourists. These data indicate that the survey participants believed that 
outdoor recreation development should proceed along the lines of pro-
viding for local outdoor recreation needs first and then accorrrnodating 
extra region groups if they are attracted to the facilities. 
Recreation Participation 
The respondents were asked to rank the four Ill)St :important outdoor 
recreation activities for their family. The responses were weighted 
using the same techniques used in the problem priorities and a weighted 
Table 15: Perceptions of Survey Respondents Toward 
Tourists And Tourist Oriented Recreation 
Development 
Mean for 
Strongly Un- Strongly Question 
Question Agree Agree decided Dis!!£iree Dis!!£iree Responses 
5* 4* 3* 2* l* 1-c 
1 
1. It is more important to provide rec-
reation facili.ties for local people 241 753 215 219 46 
than for tourists. (16.4) ( 51. 1) ( 14. 6) ( 14. 9) ( 3.1) 3.6 
2. Most of rrry meetings with tourists to 401 824 233 14 2 
rrry region have been pleasant (27. 2) ( 55. 9) ( 15. 8) ( o. 9) ( 0.1) l.f.. 1 
3, I am against new outdoor recreation 
facilities which will attract 17 69 98 860 430 
tourists to rrry region. ( 1. 2) ( 4. 7) ( 6. 6) (58. 3) ( 29. 2) 1. 9 
*Weighting values given to each designated response. 
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rank score was computed and rank orders assigned from these values. 
'Ihe recreation categories were selected from existing literature rela-
tive to outdoor recreation activities which resulted in a total of 14 
different activities being presented to the respondents. It should be 
noted that only 1.4 percent of the responses to the question could not 
be subsumed under a specified category which means the activities pro-
vided to the respondents as possible responses were quite relevant. 
The findings are presented in Table 18. 
(Table 18 Here) 
'Ihe findings deJIK)nstrated that the respondents participated most 
frequently in fishing than any other outdoor recreation endeavor. Gar-
dening, sw:1rnming, picnicking, and ca.rrping were the next most important 
types of activities in order of participation. 
If decisions are made relative to future outdoor recreation develop-
ment from the top five choices, then multiple use facilities incorporating 
fishing, picnicking, camping and sw:1mming would appear to be relevant to 
the survey gr'Oup's outdoor recreation activities (gardening was not in-
cluded since this is usually a home activity). More intensive and mul-
tiple use outdoor recreation development would appear to be relevant and 
consistent with existing outdoor recreation participation activity. It is 
also consistent with the preferences for type of outdoor recreation de-
velopment the respondents would like to have expanded in their region. 
The respondents were asked to evaluate the existing outdoor recrea-
tion facilities relative to how well the facilities satisfy the family's 
needs for outdoor recreation experiences. The respondents were asked 
to note on a scale of 1 to 7 their degree of satisfaction with the existing 
facilities. A value of 1 indicated complete satisfaction while a 7 
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Table 18: Survey Response To Outdoor Recreation Activity 
Weighted* 
Outdoor 1st 2nd !rd 4th Rank 
Recreation Activity Choice Choice Choice Choice Order 
Fishing 193 215 103 68 1 
Gardening 134 123 113 96 2 
Swimming 129 144 128 116 3 
Picnicking 60 117 164 136 4 
Camping 154 69 64 68 5 
Hunting 149 90 113 138 6 
Bike Riding 39 56 81 59 7 
Local Sightseeing 31 46 91 93 8 
Hiking 36 58 38 55 9 
Boating-Canoeing 22 40 55 59 10 
Golf 37 20 23 30 11 
Horseback Riding 29 31 19 15 12 
Tennis 11 19 21 20 13 
Other 20 8 8 25 14 
Waterskiing 6 13 15 13 15 
No Choice** 424 425 438 483 
*The frequencies designated as the first choice were weighted with a 
value of 4, the second by 3, the third by 2 and the fourth by 1. The values 
were multiplied by the frequency of responses and sunnned across the category 
and divided by the total number of respondents ranking (excludes those who 
did not rank any choice). 
**Four hundred twenty-four people indicated that they did not engage in 
outdoor recreation activity and some people elected not to rank four choices. 
-43-
indicated complete dissatisfaction. The distribution of responses was as 
follows: 
Completely Completely 
Satisfied Dissatisfied 
With With 
Facilities 1 2 3 4 5 6 'if Facilities 
259 153 256 328 175 141 157 
(17.6) (10.4) (17.4) (22.3) (11. 9) (9.6) (10. 7) 
The mean of the group responses was 3.7 which indicates a slight propensity 
to be more satisfied than dissatisfied with existing facilities. 
These data support the findings presented earlier (question 9 in 
Table 15) that the respondents were not significantly dissatisfied with 
existing facilities. These perceptions would partially explain why they 
placed higher priority upon industrial development and such a low priority 
on outdoor recreation development. There is greater perceived need for 
industrial development since outdoor recreation opportunities are at least 
partially meeting the respondents needs now. 
A question was included in the study which asked the respondents to 
compare industrial and outdoor recreation development in terms of the 
priority placed upon each. The question was ''My region needs industrial 
development more than it needs outdoor recreation development." The 
possible responses were: Strongly agree, agree, undecided, disagree and 
strongly disagree. The responses were weighted 5 through 1 with strongly 
agree equal to 5 while strongly disagree equal to 1. The frequency counts 
and percentages were as follows: 
Strongly Strongly 
Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Disagree 
550 535 187 154 48 
(37.3) (36.3) (12.7) (10.4) (3.3) 
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The mean was 3.9 which indicates that the survey respondents placed 
much higher priority upon industrial development than they did upon rec-
reation development. 
Perceived Ability of Region 'Ib Provide 
Resources 'Ib Industry 
Data were gathered relative to the respondents perception of the 
region's ability to provide needed resources to industry considering 
locating in the area. The respondents were requested to respond to the 
questions on a scale of 1 to 7 with 1 indicating inability of the region 
to provide resource while 7 indicated complete ability to provide the 
specific resources to industry. The findings are presented in Table 19. 
caution must be noted relative to the findings since these data indicate 
perceptions of respondents and not necessarily whether or not the region 
is able to provide the resource to industry. 
(Table 19 Here) 
These data indicate that the people surveyed believe that the region 
could supply the basic resource needs of industry. The resource that 
was perceived as being the most difficult need to provide was available 
housing for workers. This supports the findings in Table 6 which demon-
strate that housing was perceived as a problem in the region. The re-
spondents believed that the region could provide good schools, energy 
supplies, local vocational-technical training programs, and a trained 
labor pool to interested industry. 
Sources of Information 
If community groups are to effectively bring collective action to 
bear upon identified problems, then diffusion of information must be 
accomplished in a rapid and efficient manner. To achieve the goal of 
Table 19: Survey Respondent's Perceived Ability of The Region To 
Provide For Industrial Resource Needs 
Mean Not 
of Re- Able To Able To 
Resource sponses Provide 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Provide 
Available Energy 52 32 62 274 272 250 532 
Supplies 5.4 ( 3, 5) ( 2. 2) ( 4. 2) ( 18. 6) ( 18. 5) (17.0) ( 36. 1) 
Local Vocational-technical 53 61 74 216 256 275 539 
training programs 5.4 ( 3. 6) ( 4. 1) ( 5. 0) ( 14. 7) (17.4) ( 18. 7) (:~6. 6) 
86 93 135 528 263 179 190 
Local Investors 4.4 ( 5, 8) ( 6. 3 ) ( 9. 2) ( 35, 8) (17. 8) ( 12. l) ( 12. 9) I 4::" 
Vl 
I 
Available Trained 53 66 118 315 278 283 361 
Workers 5.0 ( 3. 6) ( 4. 5) ( 8. 0) (21.4) ( 18. 9) ( 19. 2) ( 24. 5) 
Good Schools For 8o 57 60 132 212 396 537 
Workers Children 5. 5 ( 5. 4) ( 3. 9) ( 4. l) ( 9. 0) (14-.4) ( 26. 9) (36.4-) 
Housing For Plant 233 224 221 294 242 126 134 
Workers 3,7 ( 15. 8) ( 15. 2) ( 15. 0) ( 19. 9) (16. 4) ( 8. 5) ( 9.1) 
Low Local 164 85 128 477 270 182 168 
Taxes 4.2 ( 11. l) ( 5. 8) ( 8. 7) ( 3 2. 4) ( 18. 3) ( 12. 3) ( 11. 4) 
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information diffusion, the provider of the information needed for demo-
cratic decision making must be cognizant of the sources used by the client 
group for specific information needs so that effective use TIRY be made of 
limited resources. A portion of the survey was designed to ascertain 
the IDJst :important information source used by the respondents. Selected 
content areas and the major information sources were used to evaluate 
the use made of different media. The respondents were asked to note the 
single IDJst :important source of information for each type of information 
noted. The find:ings are presented in Table 20. 
(Table 20 Here) 
The data indicate that the mass media are the most :important sources 
of information for seven of the eight issues evaluated. Newspapers were 
the most frequently used source of information for five of the eight is-
sues evaluated while the radio and special interest magazines were most 
important for one interest area each. The county extension agent was 
insignificant as a source of information on all issues with the exception 
of agricultural information. In terms of agricultural information, the 
county agent played the IDJst significant role. Even though public of-
ficials were not the nnst ilrportant sources for any issue, they were 
relatively important for several local issues. 
The data elearly show that for most issues the survey respondents 
utilized the rrnss media. These findings are basically consistent with 
previous research conducted by the principal author. The rrnss media 
were shown to be the most frequently used sources for nearly all itiforma-
tion in two previous studies. The implications for comnunity development 
is that change agents should place considerable emphasis upon the use of 
the rrnss media for information dissemination when they desire to involve 
Table 20: Most In;>ortant Source ot Intormation For Survey Respondents Presented In Frequency 
Counts with Percentages Within Parentheses 
Do Not Seek County Family Special 
Type of This Type of Public Extension or Interest 
Information Information Officials Radio Agent Television Newspapers Neighbors Magazines 
General Community 72 318 239 39 67 ~- 245 2 Problems ( 4. 9) (21.6) ( 16. 2) ( 2. 6) ( 4. 5) ) (16. 6) ( 0, l) 
2 l ~3 197 530 . ll5 0 Local News ( o. l) ( o. l) ( o. 2) (13. 4) (36. 0) ( 7, 8) ( o. 0) 
Information About Your 524 125 57 13 18 131 113 ~ Occupation (35, 5) ( 8. 5) ( 3, 9) ( 5, 0) ( l. 2) ( 8. 9) ( 7, 7) ) 
New DevelopJnent 151 236 151 72 167 ~ 72 24 Programs (10. 2) ( 16. 0) (l0.2) ( 4.9) (11. 3) ( 4. 9) ( l. 6) ) 
Recreation 169 153 158 50 87 f,4~q 192 46. Activities (ll. 5) ( 10. 4) (10. 7) ( 3, 4) ( 5, 9) (13. 0) ( 3, l) 
68 520 93 27 78 637 40 4 
Taxing Issues ( 4. 6) (35, 3) ( 6. 3) ( l. 8) ( 5, 3) (43. 2) ( 2. 7) ( o. 3) 
117 402 127 14 31 ~ 148 5 Local School Issues ( 7. 9) ( 27. 3) ( 8. 6) ( o. 9) ( 2. l) (10. 0) ( o. 3) ) 
Agricultural 283 19 90 I 61~ 29 139 68 42 
Intormation (19.2) ( l. 3) ( 6.1) (41. 9) ( 2. 0) ( 9,4) ( 4. 6) ( 2. 8) 
*The most important source of information for each issue is enclosed in boxes. 
Extension 
Bulletins 
3 ( o. 2) 
l 
( O. l) 
40 
( 2. 7) 
18 
( l. 2) 
13 
( o. 9) 
4 
( o. 3) 
7 
( o. 5) 
l83 
(12.4) 
No 
Response 
4 
(· o. 3) 
2 
( 0.1) 
11 
( 0.7) 
4 
( o. 3) 
5 ( o. 3) 
3 
( 0.2) 
l 
( 0.1) 
3 ( o. t:) 
I 
J:::-
--J 
I 
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local people in decision ma.king. Informed people can more effectively 
participate in decisions effecting their lives. 
Summary 
The study findings revealed that the respondents held very positive 
attitudes and perceptions of rural industrial a.n:i outdoor recreation de-
velopment. It was discovered that the respondents placed highest priority 
upon industrial development and relatively low priority on outdoor rec-
reation development programs. They were much less willing, however, to 
make personal corrmitments to accomplish development goals. Contributions 
of personal time and financial support for development efforts were per-
ceived less favorably but the respondents were positive toward the use of 
zoning to facilitate industrial development. The undecidedness of the 
respondents in terms of taxing and donation of time to work for develop-
ment efforts would suggest that direct involvement of the people in the 
region would depend upon the type of development project undertaken. 
The respondents exhibited very positive attitudes about their region 
and about tourists with whom they have interacted in the recent past. 
This would suggest that outdoor recreation which attracted extra region 
participants would not be opposed by the local people on the basis of 
tourists perceptions. The respondents were not well informed about the 
probable economic impact of outdoor recreation development but held very 
positive attitudes about such development. The survey respondents 
basically were marginally satisfied with existing outdoor recreation 
facilities in the region and expressed much more concern about expanding 
the industrial base. They indicated that if industry was attracted to 
the region, they would like to see resource, heavy and light industries 
expanded. 
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The concern for industrial expansion was noted in the problem 
priority question which revealed that jobs were the single nx:>st important 
problem for the region with crime, drug abuse, housing, education and 
transportation being perceived as important concerns. New development 
progr:'aIIlS for the region should encompass these issues. 
The respondents indicated a preference for general and heavy use 
types of recreation development and noted that new facilities should be 
designed to acco:rrroodate local needs first but that tourists were welcome 
in the region. 'Ihe outdoor recreation activities in which the respondents 
frequently engaged indicated that multiple use facilities which included 
fishing, swinm1ng, picnicldng, and camping would be most appropriate. 
It should be observed that the survey was content specific in that 
industrial and outdoor recreation development was emphasized. While the 
people surveyed indicated positive attitudes toward such development ef-
forts, the priority question would suggest that other development efforts 
would also be perceived positively and would have higher priority in 
terms of corrmitment of limited resources. For example, drug abuse and 
crime programs would probably be strongly supported. 
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Appendix 1 
Instructions: 
The interviewer will give you several maps which show six (6) different areas. 
Choose the map which best describes the region to which you identify. 
Map selected --------
Instructions: 
Please read the list below. Which do i'.QY. think are the three '(3) most important 
development problems in your region? Place a one (1) by the most important problem. 
Place a two (2) by the second most Important problem, and place a three (3) by the 
third most Important problem. (Mark only three.) 
New housing 
Solid waste (garbage) pick-up 
Jobs and industrial expansion 
Planning and zoning 
Drug abuse 
Sewage improvements 
Instructions: 
Education 
Water supply 
Highway improvements 
Recreational facilities 
Crime, vandalism, trespassing 
Other (Please note the problem----
Businesses and companies may move into your region. Which two companies 
do you think would have the greatest benefit to you? Mark one (1) for your first 
choice, a two (2) for your second choice. (Mark only~.) 
Heavy manufacturing (Example: steel mUl or Ure plant) 
Service industry (Example: dry cleaner or repair shop) 
Resource lndust?y (Example: coal mining, forestry, agricultwe) 
Construction (Example: pipeline contractors) 
Handicraft industry (Example: weaving, woodcarving) 
Light manufacturing (Example: textile mlll or canning factory) 
Instructions: 
New outdoor recreation and park faclllties may be built In your region. Which 
two types do you think would have the greatest benefit to your regtoa? Mark one (1) 
for your first choice, a two (2) for your second choice. (Mark only lJ!2.) 
HeayY-use recreation areas (Example: pools, recreation centers, Kings rsland, Inc.) 
General outdoor recreation areas (Example: multi-purpose camplng, picnic, 
boating area) 
Natural environment areas (Example: bird watching, wildlife area. forest 
preserve area) 
Special natural areas (Example: lid Man's Cave, Yellowstone geysers) 
Wild areas (Example: backpack te'ltlng, removed from sights and sounds) 
Historic and cultural sites (Examp'e: canal and railroad restoration, museums) 
Instructicns: 
The statements listed below refer to the r99ional r.:ap 1·c;.: have just selected. 
Office 
Use 
Only 
What are your feelings about your region? Please circle the letter which best describes 
your feeling.a a~ your region. 
fScale M•gipq) 
Example: Snow White~ 
Beautiful @ .L 
Very Strong Mild 
Strong 
2&.__ My region ls: Smooth 
'?7.__ My region is: Dirty 
2b._ My region ts: Worthless ~ 
29._ - , 
Jo._ I 
31. __ ·I 
My re9ion is: Hostile 
: fy re9ion is: Ugly 
I\..; region ls: Poor 
j)structlonf: 
L M.. 
L M.. 
L M.. 
M.. 
M.. 
No 
Opinion 
Q.. 
Q.. 
Q.. 
Q_ 
Q.. 
~ Ugly 
Y. il:i Strong Very 
Strong 
L vs Rugged 
L Y§ Clean 
Valuable 
Friendly 
Beautiful 
Rich 
tuese statements are about industrial development of your region. Industrial 
development means building new plants or companies in your region. 
32.__ Industrial de-
velopment ts: Good 
33.__ Industrial dt.-
velopment is: Clean 
34. Industrial de-
35. __ 
36. __ 
velopment is: ~strable ~ 
Industrial de-
velopment is: Valuable 
Industrial de-
velopment is: Welcome VS 
37.__ Industrial de-
velopment is: Beaut1:•1l VS 
Q.. M.. L vs Bad 
Q_ M L ~ Lirty 
Q.. Undesirable 
Q_ L ~ Worthless 
Q_ Un.velcome 
Q._ L'a'.y 
I 
I 
Office Instructions: 
Use These statements are about outdoor recreation and park development. Recreation 
Only development means building new outdoor recreation and park areas within your region. 
38. Outdoor 
recreation de-
velopment is: Undesirable vs §___ M.. Q_ M.. §___ vs Desirable 
Outdoor 
recreation de-
39. __ velopment is: Worthless vs §___ M Q_ M §___ vs Valuable 
Outdoor 
recreation de-
40. __ velopment is: Ugly vs §___ M.. Q_ M.. [_ vs Beautiful 
Outdoor 
recreation de- Un-
41. __ velopment is: necessary vs $_ M.. Q_ M.. §___ vs Necessary 
Outdoor 
recreation de-
42. __ velopment is: Crowded vs §___ M.. Q_ M.. [_ vs Empty 
Outdoor 
recreation de-
43. __ velopment is: Dirty vs §___ M.. Q_ M.. §___ vs Clean 
Outdoor 
recreation de-
44. __ velopment is: Bad VS §___ M Q_ M [_ vs Good 
Instructions: 
These statements deal with your feelings about tourists who come to your region. 
By tourists we mean people who visit your area for recreation and vacation purposes. 
45. __ Tourists are: Pleasant vs [_ M.. Q_ M.. §___ vs Unpleasant 
46. __ Tourists are: Honest vs §___ M.. Q_ M.. [_ vs Dishonest 
47. __ Tourists are: Disruptive vs §___ M.. Q_ M [_ vs Peaceful 
48• __ Tourists are: Good VS _§_ M 0 M.. [_ vs Bad 
49. __ Tourists are: Clean vS §___ M.. Q_ M [_ vs Dirty 
50·-- Tourists are: Valuable VS _§_ M.. Q_ M_ _§_ VS Worthless 
51·-- Tourists are: Welcome VS _§_ M Q_ M.. _§_ VS Unwelcome 
Instructions: Office 
Use 
Only 
After reading the sentences below, check if you agree or disagree with the 
statement o If you don't have any feelings abou~ it I then check uncertain o 
Income from tourist dollars in 
a region has a greater economic 
impact than most other business 
52 .__ activities. 
Visitors to a regional recreation 
or tourist attraction generally 
spend the largest part of the 
53. trip's budget in the area. 
Land values usually increase near 
5<: recreational/tourist developments. 
Y.'ages or salaries paid by recreational 
'lul>lnesses are among the lowest in 
55. __ I tnc economy. 
Outdocr recreation facilities are 
usually used by the public about 
56. three (3) or four (4) months a year. 
Investment in outdoor recreation or 
5 7. tourism busin~sses is risky. 
Sale of expens.ve, imported obJ ects 
will usually pro\·ide more economic 
gain for an area than the sale of 
58. local handicrafts. 
53. 
Increased property taxes on recreation 
"iu o;!nesses will force sc·me private 
op r,·tors out of business . 
Agree Disagree Uncertain 
Office 
Use 
Only 
60. 
61. 
62. 
63. 
64. 
65. 
66. 
67. 
68. 
Instructions: 
Listed below are several statements about development in your region. 
How do you feel about the following statements? There are no right or wrong 
answers. 
If you completely agree with the statement.circle strongly agree (SA). 
If you basically agree with the statement, circle~ (A). If you have no 
feelings about the statement or are uncertain,circle undecided (U). If you 
basically disagree with the statement.circle disagree (D). If you completely 
disagree1cirele strongly disagree (SD). 
(Scale Meaning) 
Example: President Gerald Ford 
has done a good job 
in his first year in office • 
Industrial development in my 
region will benefit me or some 
member of my household. 
The costs of industrial develop-
ment in my region can be 
justified. 
Industrial development ls not 
needed in my region. 
The disadvantages brought to 
my region by industrial develop-
ment wlll offset the advantages. 
Industrial development in my 
region will create many problems 
for people living here. 
Industries should not be 
encouraged to locate in my 
region. 
Industrial development of my 
region wlll provide many jobs 
for loca 1 people. 
Industrial development will make 
my region a better place In which 
to live. 
New industries employing mostly 
women would be harmful to family 
life in my reg ion. 
(;;:\ A 
S~y Agree 
Agree 
Undecided Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 
Office 
Use. 
Only 
My region needs industrial 
development more than it needs 
69, outdoor recreational development. SA A.. .!L Q_ SD 
Mobile home development should 
70. __ not be permitted in my region. SA A.. !L .!L SD 
New residents are usually welcome 
71. in my region. SA A.. .!L Q_ SD 
--
My community must change in 
72. __ order to progress. SA A.. !L Q_ SD 
I am basically satisfied with 
73. __ my community. SA A.. !L Q_ SD 
Someone in my household would 
qualify for some of the new jobs 
formed by outdoor recreation or 
74. industrial development. SA A.. !L Q_ SD 
Planned industrial parks are 
very important for industrial 
75. .::levelopment. SA A.. !L .!L SD 
I ·.yould support local increased 
tax levies to finance the develop-
76. 
--
ment of industrial location sites. SA A_ !L Q_ SD 
I would support local zoning 
regulations for development 
77. 
--
purpose3. SA A_ !L .!L SD 
I would support local tax levies 
for local ·'Utdoor recreatio1• 
78. projects. SA A_ !L .!L SD 
Existing recreation facilities in 
my region are adequate for my 
79. needs. SA A_ !L .!L SD 
Expansion of exisLng outdoor 
recreation and touri. m attractions 
in my region will reduce my travel 
80. to other areas oul"1de my region. SA L .!..L !2_ SD 
Office 
Use 
Only 
Outdoor recreation development 
of my region will provide many 
81. jobs for local people. SA A_ lL Q_ SD 
Outdoor recreation development 
will make my region a better 
82. __ place in which to live. SA A_ lL Q_ SD 
Outdoor recreation development 
83. is not needed in my region. SA A_ lL Q_ SD 
Development of outdoor 
84. recreation will benefit my region. SA A_ lL Q_ SD 
The costs of outdoor recreation 
development in my reg ion can 
85. be justified. SA A_ lL Q_ SD 
The disadvantages brought to 
my region by outdoor recreation 
development will offset the 
86. advantages. SA A_ lL Q_ SD 
Outdoor recreation development 
in my region will create many 
87. problems for people living here. SA A_ lL !2_ SD 
I am willing to donate my time 
to work for outdoor recreational 
88. developments in my reg ion. SA A_ lL Q_ SD 
It is more important to provide 
recreation facilities for local 
89. people than for tourists. SA A_ lL Q_ SD 
Outdoor recreation development 
ls usually harmful to the 
90. environment. SA A_ lL !2_ SD 
New Jobs are more important to 
me than the air or water pollution 
91. that new industries may :::a use. SA A_ lL !2_ SD 
9la. In du stria! development will 
benefit my region. 
.5A A_ _lL J2 ..fil2.. 
Office 
Use 
Only 
Most of my meetings with 
tourists to my region have 
92. been pleasant. SA A_ !L J2._ SD 
I am against new outdoor 
recreation facilities which will 
93. __ attract tourists to my region. M. A_ .!L J2._ SD 
My reg.ion will not benefit 
much from new outdoor 
94. __ recreational development. SA A_ !L J2._ SD 
Instructions: 
Companies consider many things before locating a new plant. Circle the 
number after the statement which best shows how you feel about your region's 
ability to provide each of the things mentioned. 
Available energy Not able to Able to 
95. supplies: Provide l f. l 1. i §. I Provide 
Local vocational-
technical training Not able to Able to 
96. vograms: Provide l f. l 1. i §. I Provide 
Lo:al Not able to Able to 
97. investors: Provide l I l 1. i §. I Provide 
Available trained Not able to Able to 
98. workers: Provide l I l ! i §. I Provide 
Good sci1ools for Not able to Able to 
99. worker's c~Udren: 
--
Provide l f. l 1. i §. I Provide 
Housing f, - phnt Not able to Able to 
100. workers: Provide l I 1 1. i §. I Provide 
Low local Not able to Able to 
101. taxes: Provide l f. 1 1. i §. z. Provide 
.. 
i' l 
l 
' f - t 
I 
J 
I 
Off lee 
Use 
Only 
102._ 
103._ 
104. 
-
105._ 
1()6._ 
107._ 
1>8._ 
109._ 
Instructions: 
· Usted below are several things about which people often require information. Please check the most important 
~of information for each issue. (Check only Ql!!.fOr each line.) 
Example: If you need information on weather reports and you received the information by radio, you would check the 
"Radio" column. If you do not seek this type of information, check the "Do Not Seek" column. 
Type of 
Informa t lon 
• General 
community 
problems 
Local news 
Information 
about your 
occupation 
New de-
velopment 
programs 
Recreation 
activities 
Taxing 
issues 
Local 
school 
issues 
Agricultural 
information 
Do Not Seek 
This Type of 
Information 
Public 
Officials 
SOURCES OF INFORMATION 
County 
Radio Extension 
Agent TV Newspapers 
Family 
or 
Neighbors 
Special Extension 
Interest Bulletins 
Magazines 
I 
i 
-, 
' I 
I 
J 
_, 
-1 
-1 
I 
t 
f 
I 
l 
I 
t 
i 
Office 
Use 
Only 
110. 
111. 
112. 
113. 
114. 
115. 
116. __ 
117. 
118._t_ 
120.~ 
122._t_ 
124. 
Instructions: 
Do members of your household spend leisure time in outdoor recreational 
activities? 
Yes __ _ No __ _ If no, skip to Question 115. 
If~. how does your family spend their leisure time in the out-of-doors in 
your region? Choose the four (4) most important activities that best describe how 
your family spends its leisure time. The recreation activity in which your family 
spends most of its time should be marked one (1). Place a two (2) beside the 
second most important activity; a three (3) beside the third most important and a 
four (4) by the fourth (least) important. (Mark only four.) 
camping 
hiking 
fishing 
golf 
horseback riding 
bike riding 
gardening 
tennis 
boating--canoeing 
picnicking 
swimming 
local sightseeing 
water skiing 
hunting 
____________ Other (please specify) 
tiow well do the existing outdoor recreation facilities in the region satisfy your 
family's recreational needs? Circle the number on the scale that best shows 
your feelings. 
Con.pletely 
Satisfied with 
Facilities l §. l 
Completely 
Dissatisfied with 
Facilities 
How often do you have contact with tourists and vacationers? (Check one.) 
__ Daily; __ Weekly; __ Monthly; __ Less than six (6) times a year; __ None 
What is yo1...· sex? Male ___ _ Female ___ _ 
What is your age in years? ----~ears 
How many years of school have you completed? ----~ears 
How many years of school has your spouse completed? ____ years 
H )W many of your chil iren are presently living at home? ______ _ 
.. 
• 
Office 
Use 
Only 
125._._ 
127._.L_ 
129. __ 
130._J_ 
132. __ 
133 •_J_ 
135 ._._ 
137 ·--
138._J_ 
140. __ 
141. __ 
Age of oldest child living at home? _____ _,ears 
Age of youngest child living at home? ____ __.ears 
Which of the following best accounts for where you spent the first 15 years 
of your llfe? (Check ..2!!..@..) 
Rural farm 
Rural non-farm 
Small town (under 2, 500) 
City (over 10, 000) 
How long have you lived in this region? 
----..Jears 
Do you own your own home? Yes __ _ No __ _ 
How many organizations do you presently belong? (Example: Rod-Gun Club, 
Parent Teachers Organization (P. T .O.). Church, Chamber of Commerce) 
Number of Organizations --------
In which of these organizations have you held an office since 1973? 
______ __.Number of organizations 
Has the major income earner in your family been unemployed at any time during 
the past year (August, 1974 -- August, 1975)? 
Yes No. _____ _ 
How long was the income earner unemployed? ______ months 
Are you presently engaged in farminq? __ Yes __ No 
Ifno, skip to Question 146. 
Y..Yll. how would you describe your fanning activity? 
__ Full time 
__ Part-time (Part-time fanning means more than 100 
work days in non-farm occupation) 
If you are a farmer, would you continue farming if you could get a Job with a 
new industry in your reg ion? 
1'2 • __ Yes __ No __ Undecided 
1'3 ·~ How many acres are you now farming? 
------'acres 
146. Is the major income earner retired? _____ Yes 
-----'No 
\ 
I 
l 
.• 
I 
Office 
Use 
Only 
147. __ 
150. 
I 
1s1._._ I 
153.---l-
II 
What is the major income earner's occupation? If retired, what was the occupation 
before retirement? (Pleas~ be specific.) 
How far does the major income earner travel (commute) to work each day (one way)? 
________ miles 
Other than travel to work, approximately how many days per week does the major 
income earner's job require travel out of the county of residence? 
______ days per week 
Check the space which best describes your total family income last year (1974-1975). 
$0 - 999 
$1000 - 1999 
$2000 - 2999 
$3000 - 3999 
$4000 - 4999 
$5000 - 5999 
$6000 - 6999 
$7000 - 7999 
$8000 - 8999 
$9000 - 9999 
$10,000 - 10,999 
$11,000 - 11,999 
$12,000 - 12,999 
$13,000 - 13,999 
$14,000 - 14,999 
$15,000 - 15,999 
$16,000 - 16,999 
$17,000 - 17,999 
s 18' 000 - 18. 999 
$19,000 - 19,999 
$20,000 - 24,999 
Over $25, 000 
Hew far do you live from the ~ highway marked in red on the map provided 
to you by the interviewer? 
_______ miles 
DO NO! WRlTE BELOW THIS SPACE 
County 
Township 
Time of interview ______ a .• m. 
Day of the Week-----------
______ ,.m. 
